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This is a decision on an appeal fromthe exam ner’s fi nal

rejection of clains 7 through 11 which are all of the clains

remai ning in the application.
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Claim7 is representative of the subject matter on appeal
and reads as foll ows:

7. A process for the production of fiberboards from

coarse wood particles and i socyanate as bi nder

conpri si ng:

i) i ntroduci ng the coarse wood particles and water
vapor under pressure into a pressurized digester
where the particles are softened,

i) i ntroducing the softened particles into a
pressurized refiner where the particles are
reduced to fine fibers,

i) introducing the fibers into a bl ow ng pi pe,

i V) spraying the i socyanate onto said fibers after
they exit fromsaid bl owi ng pi pe and before they
are dried, and

V) passi ng the so-sprayed fibers to a drier.

According to page 3 of the specification, it is critical
to spray the isocyanate onto the fibers after they | eave the
bl owi ng pi pe, but before they are dried in a dryer, to avoid
lump formation in the fiber material, precuring of the
i socyanate and si ze specks formation on the finished
fi berboard.

The prior art references relied upon by the exam ner are:

Bet zner et al. (Betzner) 4,407,771 Cct .
4, 1983
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Harnon et al. (Harnon) 5, 093, 058 Mar. 3,
1992

Clains 7 through 11 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 103
as unpat entabl e over Harnon in view of Betzner.

W reverse.

As evi dence of obviousness of the clainmed subject matter
under 35 U. S.C. § 103, the examner relies on the conbined
di scl osures of Harnon and Betzner. See Answer, page 3-6,
together wwth the final Ofice action dated Septenber 5, 1995,
pages 2-3. According to the exam ner, Harnon di scl oses
essentially the clained process, except for a pressurized
refiner. See Answer, page 3, together with the final Ofice
action dated Septenber 5, 1995, pages 2-3. The exam ner then
relies on Betzner to establish obviousness of using a
pressurized refiner in the process of Harnon. See Answer,
page 3, together with the final Ofice action dated Septenber
5, 1995, page 3.

Appel I ants do not chall enge the exam ner’s hol di ng of
obvi ousness regardi ng the enploynent of a pressurized refiner
in the refining step described in Harnon. See Brief inits
entirety. However, appellants argue that the applied prior
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art as a whole would not have suggested spraying an i socyanate
bi nder onto the fibers after they | eave the bl ow ng pipe, but
before they enter a dryer, to avoid both lunp formation in the
fiber material and precuring of the isocyanate. See Brief,
page

4. The dispositive question is, therefore, whether it would
have been obvious to spray the isocyanate binder onto the
fibers after they | eave the bl ow ng pipe, but before they
enter a dryer (before they are dried). W answer this
guestion in the negative.

As one of its preferred enbodi ment, Harnon descri bes
addi ng an isocyanate binder to fibers at blow line 16
(corresponding to the clainmed blow ng pipe). See colum 3,
lines 62-67, in conjunction with Figure 1. Al though Harnon
does teach adding the isocyanate binder to fibers at other
| ocations in its process, it |limts the other |ocations to
t hose | ocations before the clainmed blow ng pipe or after the
clainmed dryer. See colum 4, |ines
30-38. Specifically, Harnon states (colum 4, |ines 30-38):

In general, the binder can be added to
t he fibers in any suitable location in

t he board form ng apparat us
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upstream of formng mat 41. Alternative
| ocati ons where the bi nder can be
added to the fibers are desi gnat ed
by dashed arrows (17a-d in FIG 1. For

exanpl e, the binder may be added
usi ng the nozzl e assenbly of the present
invention in any of the foll ow ng
| ocations: refiner 14; blender 30;
bypass chute 32 or form ng head
appar at uses 40.
Nowher e does Harnon teach or suggest adding the isocyanate
binders to fibers at the clained | ocation to obtain the
advant ages i ndi cated above. Note also that Betzner teaches
away fromusing the isocyanate binder at the clained | ocation
by suggesting the advantage of addi ng the isocyanate binder to
fibers at the blowline. See colum 4, lines 1-14. Thus, we
conclude that the applied prior art as a whole would not have
suggested addi ng the isocyanate binder to fibers after the
clainmed blow line, but before the clained dryer (before
dried). Accordingly, we reverse the exam ner’s deci sion
rejecting all of the appeal ed clainms under 35 U. S.C. § 103.
No time period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).

REVERSED
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